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Touchpoints of today’s roundtable talk

1 The path from formative evaluation to formative assessment across Australia, New
Zealand, the UK and U.S.

1 The seldom told story of authentic assessment and pre NCLB reforms in the U.S.

1 Traditional perspectives on studying FA practice: Examining characteristics, processes
and facets

1 New perspectives on the study of formative assessors: A focus on progress, growth and
developmental trajectories of subjects

1 Possible future directions for FA research



The shift from formative evaluation to formative assessment
over decades:

Scriven (1966, 1973)

—

Stake (1967) |||

> —Sadler (1989)

Black & Wiliam (1998)

Bloom et al (1971)

—

— Cowie & Bell (1999, 2002)

Stiggins (2002)

—Shepard (2000, 2005, 2008)

Recentering role of evaluators outside schools to assessors’ roles within classrooms



The alternative assessment movement and school reform
in the US: Parallel literatures in 1980 and 1990s

Authentic
Assessment
in Action

linda Darling-Rammond
Jacqueline Amcess
Beverly Falk

authentic
assessment

portfolio assessment

student centered
assessment

alternative
assessment



Duckor & Perlstein (2014) note

CPESS educators developed their

approach to assessment to better articulate

their approach to teaching and learning.

They thus had a strong sense not only
of what they were assessing but also of

how and why they were assessing it.

“CPESS,” recalls English teacher Lori

C., “was based on formative

assessment. . . . What we were doing was
figuring out where the kids were at, what
did they need to know, how were you going &

to get them and bridge the gap between
where you wanted to get them with the
project and where they were in their
learning and understanding.”

S A
THE
POWER

OF THEIR

CPESS students had many
opportunities to revise the projects
that constituted the bulk of their work
before they received a final
evaluation. Most feedback was
geared toward improving that work
and developing the skills and habits
whose weaknesses it made
manifest. The commitment to
formative rather than summative
assessment (Bloom, Hastings, &
Madaus, 1971; Scriven, 1973;
Shepard, 2000) was reflected in the
school’s version of “report cards” and
how they were used.
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The unsteady journey from formative assessment
to understanding the work of formative assessors




Representations of formative assessment (NOT the
formative assessors themselves) in the extant literature

Traditionally researchers have
focused on:

Definitions
Characteristics

Pictorial representations
Facets

Enacted Practices (Episodes)

Only a few have focused on:

Differences between novices and
experts formative assessors

Mapping teacher and student
assessors learning FA on a
continuum of varying levels of
sophistication

Modeling the assessors (student and
teachers’) growth in FA practices
over time



Traditional perspectives on formative assessment:
The characteristics, processes and facets approach

Characteristics

Focus on definitions,
properties, qualities

Normative

Processes

Focus on interactions,
exchanges, turns of
talk, etc.

Normative and quasi-
empirical

Facets/Aspects

Focus on part of any
“configurations”
“modalities” /
“channels”
“directionalities”

Normative and quasi-
empirical



Characteristics
perspective

Stiggins (2010)

Understanding and articulating in advance of teaching the
achievement targets that their students are to hit;

Informing their students about those learning goals, in terms that
students understand, from the very beginning of the teaching and
learning process;

Becoming assessment literate and thus able to transform their
expectations into assessment exercises and scoring procedures that
accurately reflect student achievement;

Using classroom assessments to build students’ confidence in
themselves as learners and help them take responsibility for their
own learning, so as to lay a foundation for lifelong learning;

Translating classroom assessment results into frequent descriptive
feedback (versus judgmental feedback) for students, providing them
with specific insights as to how to improve;

Continuously adjusting instruction based on the results of classroom
assessments;

Engaging students in regular self-assessment, with standards held
constant so that students can watch themselves grow over time and
thus feel in charge of their own success; and

Actively involving students in communicating with their teacher and
their families about their achievement status and improvement.



Processes
perspective

Cowie & Bell
(1999)

An Overview of the Model of Formative Assessment

In this section, the two forms of formative assessment are discussed together. These
two forms, and the links between them, can be represented diagrammatically, as in
Fig. 3.

Formative Assessment 113

ehc1tmg noucmg \

purpose—vlnterpreting purposcd—- recogmsmg
acting responding
planned interactive
formative formative
assessment assessment

FI1G. 3. A model of formative assessment.



Facets
perspective

Wylie & Lyon (2017)

WHERE ARE WE HEADED?

) SUPPORTIVE
. lé?;nr{nghfo;z LEARNING CONTEXT
- e « Collaborative Culture
of Learning

WHERE ARE WE NOW?

» Tasks & Activities
* Questioning Strategies

USING EVIDENCE « Self-A "

TO ADJUST
INSTRUCTION

HOW TO CLOSE THE GAP?
* Extending Thinking

* Descriptive Feedback

* Peer Feedback



New perspectives on formative assessors’ professional
growth-over-time and developmental trajectories

Teachers as
formative
assessors

means

Developmentally sensitive
continua

Students as
formative
assessors

means

Progress levels &
pathways

Machines as
formative
assessors

means

Empirically calibrated
observations



Wylie et. al. (2017) use language of “dimensions” without
explicit measurement focus

* Learning goals
* Criteria for success Using rubrics for each “dimension”

* Tasks and activities that elicit evidence
of student learning

* Questioning strategies that elicit
evidence of student learning

* Extending thinking during discourse
* Descriptive feedback

* Peer feedback

* Self-assessment Descriptors for each Level
* Collaborative culture of learning

* Use of evidence to inform instruction

4 Levels of observation per
“dimension”



Towards a “FA Measures” Approach:
Defining Constructs that Count

Measuring is a combination of art and science—the art gives us the momentum,
and the science keeps us on track. Wright and Masters (1982, p. 3) have identified
four basic requirements for measuring:

1. The reduction of experience to a one dimensional abstraction,
2. more or less comparisons among persons and items,
3. the idea of linear magnitude inherent in positioning objects along a line, and

4. a unit determined by a process which can be repeated without modification
over the range of the variable.

These provide us useful ground rules for the science of measuring, but
unfortunately, the art of measuring often hands us something that doesn’t quite
conform to these fundamental rules. (Briggs & Wilson, 2003, p.88)



Defining Dimensions or “Progress Variable” in an FA Framework

Hypothesizing continua of formative assessment
practices:

— Preparing the groundwork (Priming)

— Using an effective range of questions (Posing)

— Giving students adequate time to think and respond
(Pausing)

— Asking follow-up questions that deepen student
understanding (Probing)

— Sampling on a variety of responses (Bouncing)
— Representing variation in student thinking (Tagging)
— Seeing patterns and taking “Next Steps” (Binning)




FA
Construct/
Progress
Maps

FA
Items/Task
Design

—>

Reliability

Validity

[ Adapted from Duckor, Draney & Wilson (2012)\

«—

FA
Outcome
Space/
Scoring Guide

Measurement
Model to fit FA
teacher data
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Hypothesizing Dimensions of FA Moves:
TLP Pathways toward becoming a formative assessor




TLPs:

Progress
BT

robing Construct Map

More

Less
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Items/Task

Design

3-5 minute video clips of teacher
w/students in whole class, small
group, or one-on-one configuration

video clips chosen by teacher
candidates from Cycle 2 “informal
assessment task”

clips intended to highlight student
engagement in higher-order
thinking and self-assessment;
teachers aimed to give feedback
on the fly

clips were concurrently
submitted to CalTPA
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Outcome

Space Design

3 Scoring Guides aligned
to CMs

Posing
1,1+,2-,2,2+,3,4,5

Pausing
1,1+,2-,2,2+,3,4,5

Probing*
1,1+, 2-,2,2+,3-,34,5

Scoring Guide—Posing

+
5 | Poses questions that size up the context for learning and integrate: knowledge of students
(including student learning needs), ’ present under di and student progression
toward the learning target and foster metacognition on efforts toward the learning target
Teacher/instruction/posing
o reflects clear purposes (e.g., revealing p i ition, fostering student agency)
tied to learning target/big ideas
°>’ e incorporates a range of student responses (including student questions) to promote focused disequilibrium
‘E_ and student responsibility for regulahng leammg
-.g ® embodies a balance between cont and student-centered i
® is tailored to individual and group needs (e.g., ELs, Ss w/504 plans) based on explicit curricular challenges
e questions posed reflect knowledge of learning progressions and include hinge questions and questions that
anticipate where students typically get stuck in progressing toward learning target
e questions function to elicit evidence of student understanding related to learning target and increase the
amount and quality of formative feedback available to students
o occurs well and th dy lesson of (one-on-one, small group, whole
class)
4 | Flexibly and str 11 h and q g delivery to suit a variety of purposes
tied to learning target and generation of formauve feedback
o and does so in ways that 1 improve amount and quality of “evidence” of student “understanding” available
E while fostering student agency i m (he leammg process
2 ® poses a mix of questi ding to Webb’s DOK or taxonomies such as Bloom’s
or Costa’s), open -ended, and how and why questions
® questions elicit a wide range of including mi ions and *
o adjusts in response to student responses (mcludmg student questions)
® incorporates other FA moves to support posing
. posmg during whole class configuration begins to reach level of posing demonstrated during small group and
i though not i
3 | Exhibits limited range of purposes of, questions used for, and responses elicited from posing which
may or may not generate tailored formative feedback
E ® poses a high percentage of lower-level (e.g., Bloom’s, Webb’s DOK, etc.) and closed-ended questions
g o still falls into “guess what the teacher is thinking” exchanges
5 e elicits students’ prior knowledge related to learning target
g o seldom elicits a wide range of responses
e may promote student responsibility for managing efforts toward learning target
® is noticeably better during one-on-one and small group configurations than it is during whole class instruction
2+ ® re-poses questions to support access to academic language and concepts, not just elicit correct answer
. |2 | Poses to direct student behavior or responses
5 e posing may be behavior/compliance-based: e.g., “Are your books open to page 397"
20 ® questions elicit correct/incorrect responses, and not much more about student thinking
2 e re-poses with tweaks that seem to help students, perhaps by reducing cognitive load
5 @ best quality of posing occurs during one-on-one /small group configurations and not during whole class
instruction
2- @ directive poses expect agreement with teacher
e answers own questions, which are often lower-order, closed-ended questions
o rapidly poses a series of related questions in quick succession, increasing cognitive load and perhaps raising
21+ affective filters
7 e re-poses of quesuons oﬁen expect agreement with teacher
g. o may
o
8. (1 | No posing plausibly related to learning target occurs

o during lesson of

whole class, small group, or one-on-one

o believes all questions are of equal use and does not di h among uses during a lesson




Linking construct theory with scoring designs

Probing Construct Map

More

Less

Respondents whase probing & adaptive to evidence of indrvadual and groups of students”
pecseat understandings in relatson 10 the intended leaming target, coneext, and
cumriculum. Can explain what tey ancicipase 1o happen as a ressk of probing and why
They concem for 10 studens responses they
cannot anticpate snd can explain swrasegies that support eliciting and keveraging such
responses in relation 1o keaming targes. They enact peobes with relevant knowledsge of
shadenss and learing progressaoas in mind They enact ways 10 support sasdests probing
each other's thinking and performances. They 1end 10 enact lessoas that seflect
ssulufaceted purposes foe probing and integzatson of ather FA moves 10 suppont probing
They tend 10 enact kessans tat encourage Sudent sdependeace sad interdependence
related 10 probing and the generation snd use of formative fosdback. Respoadenss prode
equally well regandless of conflguratios—whole class, small group, cac-on-one—and
consistently peobe in each of these coafigurations during lessoas.

Differentiated
“adaptive”

Responses w sasks/inems indicase patiemned and respoasive probing tat includes
peodctive teacher responses 10 information elicsed by teacher and or student probing
and mcoeporaed ineo further peobing. Responses indicase that probing incldes focss on
saudent self-regulation of leaming and that formasive feedback students feceive of
generate is tied to data clicsed from probing and linked w learning target. Observation
shows produceve handlg of unonthodax respoases w proding. Probing cnacsed reflects
detailed and relevant knowlodge of stodents, context, and curmculum, and may suggest
wse of leaming progsessions. Observation dessonstrates a peodsctive balssce amongst
peobing techasque srategy, studeats” affective states, and learning poals aad imegration
of aeher FA moves 5o suppost probing. Observasios reveals conflgurasioa (whole class,
small group, one-ca-one) does not influence quality of probing, which i consssently
done throughous e lesson, regardiess of configuration

Reipondents who Gescribe the PEPOcs MOBVALNG Pecbes ProbIng Mo ves and attend (o
peobung’s role in generating formative feedback and ia supporting studest ageacy &
effans to progress towasd ssended keaming targes. They tend 10 enact lessoas such that

imsanuctions! decision saking is contingent upon what is clicsed from probiag. They
suppon student-to-student (S-2-S) probing swasegically and istegrate odher FA moves
with probing They tend 1o enact peobing that results in responses used by students and
seacher 1o move stodents’ learning forwasd in relation wo the kearning target. Respondents
who use other FA moves (¢ 2., priming, pausing, and posing) 1o support probisg
Respoadents for whom episodes of whole class probing bega 1o reach the probiag skall
levels they demanstrase during small group and ooe-40-0ne configurations, though sot
consstently

Strategic
“purposeful”

TeipOnies 0 Bl ents INGCaRe 128chers Mk Up CVIGShCe 0 Sadcat POTOrmance &
peobung foemulation ce delivery. A vaniety of probing soves are dessonstrated
Observation shows that snadent-10-sasdeat (5-2-5) probing occurs, sspposted by socms,
routines, and scaffolds. Observation may show “extended episodes™ of peobing that are
o topic snd on task berween teacher and students and studenss and students
Observation suggests amention & pasd 1 using probiag 10 improve formative feadhack
related 1o imtended leaming trget that is avadable 10 stodents by teaches and studers
Respoases w task/sems show odher FA moves (¢ 2., priming, passing, and posing) are
wsed 1 support probing. Observasion demonstrases episodes of whole class probing
begmaing 10 reach the probing skill levels demonsaraed during small gsoup sad
oae-0-00¢ coafigurataons, though not coasistenely

Respondents who address probiag s relatioaship 10 decision making and (o probing s
role in making usderstanding and thinking visible and why this is imponan. Probing’s
role i clandfying snsdest understanding of inteaded leansing target, fostering student
responsibulity for effonts toward the targes, sad informing formatrve foadback tends 1o be
overshadowed by cdher teacher goals for peobing (¢.§ , “wacovering Bsconceptions”,
checking understanding of academic langusge). They tend 1 cnact lessons that inclde
peobing of “comect answers™ snd that cacousage 5-2-S probmg. They tend 1o cnact
peotung that targess either catalyzing muovessent wward the leaming target of influencag
snudent affect. They may he challenged oo capitalze on what peobing elicits.
Respoadents whose peobamg is nosceably bester durmg one-ca—cec and small gsoup
configurations thas it is durmg whole class instracticn

Multistructural
“intentional”

Responses o tasks iems indscate probing 15 porentially valuable 1 1eacher of stadert
decision making. Peobes target uncoveriag misconceptsons. Observation shows teacher,
and somessmes sudenss, using what probes make visble in aticspts 0 advance sasdest
performance related to leamsing target. Observation shows peobing of “comect amswess™
peobung 0 umcover misconcepions sad/or chacking uadessunding of academic lasguage
Observation dessonstrates suppoet of $-2-S probiag, althouzh explicit consecticns 10
Bow S-2-S peobusg can suppont student understanding of the inteaded leansing target and
studens owsership of efforts towasd this targes may be absent. Respoases may sdicate
“teacher probing s formasrve feedhack 10 studenss ~ Observation demaestrates teacher's
quality of probing duriag cac-0n-coe sad small group configurations is susch beser than
ot is during whole class isstraction.

Respondents who comend the main pasposes of probifg ¢ 0 spur student actios and 1o
make lcamess’ thinking more visible. They tend to rely s peseric probes (2., “Why™"
o “Please explain ") They tend 1o enact lessons where probing is not explicitly tied to
informing possible formative feedback snd ensct mast of their probiag in cac
componeat of the kesson. Some sespondenes enact lessons where the wordiag and e pace
of probing mirrors sndents” noeds, but the orientamon of the seres of probes is still
peimarily froms the teacher's poia of view. Most andor best quality peobing occurs
during e small group who are able w prode
shudens thinking during ane-os-cee conversasioas, bt sot leverage this 1o poblag well
with small groups of students or during whole class conflgurstion. Respondents tend 1o
complexify their probing before a student respands. Some respondenss may sepeat of
revoice stdent responses a5 probing of peroto-proding

Unistructural
“emergent”

Rerponses 0 aoks iems Indicate prObIng felics on pencric probing moves (e g, “Why ™"
‘Say more..” “What do you meaa’™) as peobes that ase beyond “probing to mansge” o
“probing w cagage ” Observation shows that somse peobes do make some kearners”
peeseas tinking somewhat visible. Obscrvataon may show that what gets elicited via
peobung pets used by students or teacher, but also that probing & not explicaly sed to
formative feedback. Observaton often seveals probes reside in a narow range. Some:
respanses 10 task/iesss indicate that durisg teaching the wording and/or pace of probing
msarmoes studenss’ needs, bus still is oriensed peimarily 1o the teacher's thinking
Observation shows most and/or best quality probing happens with cae sasdest and
cccurs dursg ane-ca-one of sssall group coafigurasioas ssd ot dursg whole class
ssanuction. Observation shows teachers coasplexify peobe(s) before students respood
Some responses 10 tsks/items mdicate that the teacher sepeats of revauces students”
words as proto-peobing

‘Respondents for whom probing sasdent Susking related 10 the leaming target s ot &
peimary concers in classroom assessment. They tend to cnact lessons where student
discourse is not rich snd whese “discussions, ” if they oceur, exemplify “coverage and
seview,” Dot processes supporning “uncovering” of “claboration” of stident responses.
‘They do not probe student thinking regardless of configuration: whale class, ssall
Froup, e ane-on-cae

Prestructural
“pre-probing”

Responses o tasks/inems o ot plausibly indicate Sat probing relased 1o e learming
tanget has occurred Observations of teaches 10 saudent mteractions in whole class, small
2soup, sad cae-0n-cac coafiguntaons do 8ot suggest peohing

pically student resp
> 5
.> . 2
=] and toward learning target
) 5 o S esponses 0 probing o improve formative ilabl ively handles
] ‘Surprise” responses.
2 . pxamg e
et consl.unlly throughout lesson regardless of configuration (1-on-1, small group, whol class)
Serves to benefit the generation of focused formative fecdback and student agency in progression toward
Iearning target and incorporates students” deas. “presumptions” and words
—  engages a range of student making, promote student
= agency, and improve l‘mmalxve feedback
)  scaffolds student-to-student (S-2-S) probing and promotes increasing student responsibility for exploring limits
g of “understanding”
2 o reflects productive balance with learning goals and students” affective states
=  uses other FA moves, e.¢., priming, re-posing and pausing, (o support
=  cpisodes of whole class probing begin to reach probing skill demonstrated during small group and one-to-one
[
configurations, though not consistenly
 uses probes 1o collaboratively construct accurate representation of student thinking/meaning
visible, uncover
o includes probing of “correct answers”
f students andlor getting
—_ Students 10 use academic language
= © may feature explici
g 3 of learning, but this may
g il e 5 app
g
Imgumgese
 wording and pace of probing mirrors studenis” needs, but il is oriented primarily to teacher’s thinking
 may support students' academic language via recasting student responses with target academic language
Focuses on sparing tudent actlon wwards eacher's prcepton ofearing guals;makes fracher (haking
- may in
s . pmbesm often closed-ended
o o applics generic “go to” probes (c.g, “Why?". “Say mare. ") indiscriminately
= 2 occurs mstly in one component of the lesson and mastly o “incorrect answ
E . Iargcly \bout student (“Oh, you
7)
= . q\n ity of prob one-on-on is the best probing that (compared to small group or
whol class pmblng attempts)
 re-introduces/re-states probe(s) before student can respond or answers own probe
= | o revoicing/recasting are probe-like and oriented towards teacher's learning goals
[ ‘o much “probing” repeating, clarifying, i as thetorical
£ 1+ questions (e.g. “Ts this what you said?”, “That' pretty cool, right””)
= ly during
=
a N probing plausibly related to earning target occurs
i 1 Al ettt ‘Wwhole class, small group, or ne-on one
& b e equal lesson




Measurement
Models with

Wright Maps

-0.068395 #=—
123
=
11 D35 -
o
-
-2.068335 =
-3.068335 -
-4.068335 -

-5.068335 -

5.931605 -

4.931605 -

3.931605 -

2.931605 -

1.931605 -

0.931605 -

-6.068335 ~

-7.068335 -

-8.068335 4

Rasch Model: Wright Map

MML Estimation, Gaussian distribution

Wright Map

Thurstonian Thresholds & Case Latent Distribution

1.25
4 1.24
218

123
a 1.22
214
A a
213 121
A
212
4
211 3

Generalised Items

225

224

Y
223

222

221

132

A
131

Legend
A& Allitems
—e- Posing
—e- Pausing
A | —e~ Probing

2.3
A
235

A
234
Iy

233
232

I
231



Evidence for

formative
and > Iltems Design
summative
(13 FA \ /

measures” Reliability
matter

Validity

N

STANDARDS

for Educational and

Psychological Testing Measurement

Outcome Space

Model

Ao TN AL B o
At Gt o fa bt Pt



Role of 2014 Testing Standards
in evidence-based claims to support uses
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Linking summative and formative aims:
The Promise of Progress Variables Perspectives

* Yields classroom level “real time” insights and
more generalizable data on performance as
growth over time

* Generate user friendly information tied to core
aspects of content and curricular domains

* Provide basis for self- and peer assessment that in

conjunction with teacher/instructor leads to more
formative feedback on “progress”



Research questions for the future FA study:
Grain size and problems of practice matter for making a

difference

What can educational researchers and experts tell us about expected
outcomes i.e., levels of progress, for teachers who are developing their
expertise with questioning techniques and strategies, making sense of
data from an exit ticket, putting concept maps on the dry erase board to
document variation in student thinking, using a gallery walk for a peer-
based feedback protocol, or differentiating feedback through self-
assessment comments added to a shared document, and so forth?



Research questions for the future FA study:
Progressions in practice matters for making a difference

What do we know about how, and in what ways, teachers learn and
enact and reflect upon discreet FA practices, strategies, and tactics
along various proposed dimensions?

Are there facets of FA practice that resist the notion of qualitative
differences and progressions?

If so, which ones? Why?



Research questions for the future FA study:
ZPD in becoming a formative assessor matters for making

a difference

What are teachers’ (and their students and now machines!) zones of
proximal development with respect to complex FA practices?

To use a mountaineering metaphor, are there “fixed lines” and
“bottlenecks” and “slippage” that “naturally” accompany the individual’s
movement toward FA expertise?

How, if at all, can one become a formative assessor in different subject
disciplines or across them as part of learning to learn in the 21st c.?
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